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Editor 


Four  years  ago  the  Near  East  Report  was  established  as  a  semi¬ 
monthly  Washington  newsletter  to  report  and  interpret  American  foreign 
policy  in  the  Near  East. 


In  1959,  we  assembled  the  first  48  issues  of  the  Near  East  Report, 
indexed  them  and  published  Volumes  I  and  II,.  covering  the  period  from 
June  1957  to  May  1959.  *  x 


Last  year  we  published  Volume  III,  which  included  the  24  issues  from 
June  1959  to  May  1960.  ~  ~  "  - ‘ 


Volume  IV,  June  1960  to  May  1961,  adds  another  chapter  to.  the  story* 
of  an  area  that  plays  a  decisive  role  in  world  affairs. 


Crisis  For  Collective  Security 


Administration  leaders  are  once  again  in  their  annual  struggle 
*'o  save  as  much  of  the  $4  billion  Mutual  Security  Authorization  as 
possible.  Their  pleas  have  been  fortified  by  the  threat  of  renewed 
cold  war. 

Few  will  deny  that  there  is  waste  and  mistake  in  the  program, 
as  there  is  in  every  large-scale  governmental  undertaking.  But  it  is 
difficult  to  exaggerate  the  threat  to  our  security  if  Congress  now 
makes  crippling  .reductions  in  the  name  'of  economy. 

The  Free  World  has  suffered  a  loss  in  relative  strength  in  recent 
years  because  the  Soviet  Union  has  challenged  us  in  enterprises 
where  we  thought  we  held  supremacy — ^the  ascent  into  space,  mastery 
over  missiles  and  the  extension  of  economic  aid.  Moreover,  the  pro¬ 
paganda  of  disengagement  has  eroded  our  collective  security  alliances 
with  its  prospect  of  a  nirvana  where  all  could  be  exempt  from  the 
hardship  of  difficult  decisions. 

hiow  the  enchantment  of  happy  coexistence  has  been  shattered 
by  angry  epithets.  Can  our  collective  security  system  resist  Mos¬ 
cow’s  pressure  and  siege?  Our  allies  are -being  threatened  and  ca¬ 
joled.  Listen  to  Premier  Khrushchev  and  Marshal  Malinovsky  as 
they  slap  at  Norway,  Turkey,  Pakistan,  Iran  and  other  friends.  Lis¬ 
ten  to  the  Peking  and  Cairo  radios  as  they  urge  Asians  and  Africans 
to  spurn  “imperialists”  and  to  bask  in  an  insulated  safety  zone  called 
“neutralism.” 

'  On  May  4,  Peking  broadcast  a  speech  made  by  the  Chinese  dele- 
^"gate  to  the  Afro-Asian  Economic  Conference  in  Cairo.  He  warned 
that  we  seek  to  plunder  and  enslave  the  African  countries  which 
rely  on  us.  And  Cairo  Radio  preaches  to  the  Africans  that  it  is  more 
to  live  by  —  and  for  —  themselves. 


Our  Fourth  Year.  With  this  issue  the  Near  East  Report  enters  its 
fourth  year.  Circulation  has  risen.  Many  public  c^cials,  organiza¬ 
tions,  colleges  and  libraries  recognize  this  newsletter  as  an  authori¬ 
tative  review  of  American  policy  in  the  Near  East — an  exposed  and 
critical  frontier  in  the  East-West  conflict. 

As  a  service  to  libraries  and  readers,  we  will  reprint  all  issues 
from  June  1, 19S9  to  May  IS,  1960,  in  one  volume,  with  an  index.  This 
will  be  sold  at  a  nominal  price.  The  bound  and  indexed  Near  East 
Rei^rt  for  the  first  two  years  (June  1,  1957  to  May  IS,  19S9)  is 
available  for  $3.00. 


At  this  critical  time,  our  friends  and  allies  naturally  look  for 
reassurance  that  we  will  be  able  to  maintain  past  commitments  and 
assume  new  ones,  if  necessary.  Who  can  tell  what  danger  we  face 
in  turbulent  Africa  in  the  next  “fiscal  year,”  where  the  map  is  con¬ 
vulsed  with  change?  How  many  of  these  new  nations  will  be  lured 
into  the  Soviet  orbit  by  blandishments  of  Communist  salesmen  ?  The 
\hope  of  a  Moscow-Washington  partnership  to  aid  these  nations  has 
aded.  We  are  in  for  grim  competition.  But,  if  the  MSA  is  crip- 
i^led,  will  there  be  enough  in  the  appropriations  for  the  contingency 
^and  Development  Loan  funds  and  the  special  assistance  and  military 
j'.vid  programs  to  meet  this  menacing  challenge? 

It  should  not  always  require  a  crisis  to  dramatize  the  aid  pro- 
,Tam.  No  one,  least  of  all  our  Congress,  likes  to  be  stampeded  by 
!,^anic  and  alarm.  It  would  be  far  better  if  Congress  could  uphold 
*^;Chese  appropriations  with  a  calm  and  considered  appreciation  of 
i^eir  absolute  importance  to  our  national  security.  And  indeed  this 
'  Ight  be  possible  if  MSA  were  not  merely  a  reaction  to  our  fears  but 
Sk  reflection  of  our  hopes.  What  is  needed  is  a  broad,  imaginative  and 
long-range  global  program  commensurate  with  American  leader¬ 
ship  and  responsibility  for  the  future. 
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Nazi  Capturad.  Israel’s  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  David  Ben-Gurion,  calmly  under¬ 
stating  the  drama  of  the  moment,  an¬ 
nounced  to  the  Knesset,  May  23,  the 
capture  of  Adolf  Eichmann,  the  Nazi 
war  criminal  who  was  responsible  for 
the  extermination  of  six  ntillion  Jews, 
in  Europe  during  the  Hitler  |  era.  Eich¬ 
mann  is  imprisoned  in  Isrs^el  and  will' 
be  tried  there.  |  j 

Israel  security  police  uncovered  the 
Nazi  criminal  abroad  and  Spirited  himi 
to  Israel.  He  had  been  tracked  for  IS 
years  and  through  scores  of  countries 
in  three  continents. 

Eichmann,  who  has  been  called  “thei 
most  evil  monster  of  humanity,”  cheatedi 
death  at  the  end  of  World  War  II.  Hd 
was  seized  by  the  U.  S.  Army,  but 
faked  his|  identity,  fooled  bis  captors; 
was  interned  and  finally  escaped. 

In  19S0,  Eichmann  and  his  family 
fled  Germany.  Plastic  surgery  altered 
his  appearance  and  he  lived  unde¬ 
tected  in  his  ^adopted  country.”  But 
a  20-year-old  picture  is  reported  to  have 
trapp^  the  Nazi  killer. 

The  former  S.S.  colonel  is  alleged  to 
have  conspired  with  Arab  terrorist 
^oups  in  Palestine,  in  1936,  by  supply¬ 
ing  arms  and  arranging  liaison  between 
Nazi  leaders  and  the  Grand  Mufti  of 
Jerusalem.  In  1937,  he  took  charge  of 
the  Nazis’  study  of  “Zionist  and  Pales¬ 
tine  questions.”  By  1941,  he  had 
established  the  malevolent  machine 
which  eventually  destroyed  the  major 
part  of  Europe’s  Jewish  population. 

As  formal  preparat'on  for  the  trial 
began  ia  Israel,  some  Western  diplo¬ 
mats  questioned  her  jurisdiction.  But, 
it  was  reported  that  West  Germany  and 
Israel  agreed  that  his  trial  should  be 
held  in  Israel. 

Other  former  Nazis  were  arrested  in. 
West  Germany  in  anticipation  that  tW 
Eichmann  trial  would  pr^uce  evidence 
needed'  to  convict  the^ 
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Collapse  of  the  Summit . . . 


Collapse  of  the  summit  may  lead  to 
a  hardening  of  attitudes  in  the  Near 
East,  intensification  of  the  Arab-Israel 
conflict,  and  mounting  Soviet  pressure 
on  Israel. 

For  the  r^^cord,  everyone  advocated 
the  conferi  ^  because,  for  the  record, 
everyone  is  .  inst  war.  But  not  every¬ 
one  is  for  peace.  Some  prefer  the  pur¬ 
gatory  which  is  neither  war  nor  peace. 

Disappointment  in  Isroal.  During  his 
pre-summit  tour.  Prime  Minister  Ben- 
Gurion  had  optimistically  speculated  to 
Western  leaders  that  if  the  Big  Four 
could  reach  acconunodation,  their  ex¬ 
ample  could  stimulate  Arab-Israel  con¬ 
versations  and  a  slowing  of  the  arms 
race.  He  wasn’t  able  to  tell  it  to 
Premier  Khrushchev  because  the  So¬ 
viet  leader  refused  him  an  audience — 
a  snub  which  led  Davor,  Mapai  organ, 
to  complain  that  Soviet-Israel  relations 
had  reached  “their  lowest  point”  be¬ 
cause  the  Soviet  Union  had  showered 
Israel’s  enemies  with  modern  arms. 

Arab  Views.  Arab  leaders  profess 
opposition  to  ’he  cold  war  and  they, 
too,  favored  tbe  sununit  talk.  But  Mr. 
Ben-Gurion’s  hopes  were  their  mis¬ 
givings.  They  have  exploited  East- 
West  competition  to  extract  conces- 
'  sions  from  both  Washington  and  Mos¬ 
cow  and  to  deter  any  initiatives  towards 
settlement.  They  have  been  concerned, 
as  Jordan’s  Al-Difa  wrote  last  August, 
lest  a  Russian-American  agreement  is 
reached  “at  their  expense  and  to  Israel’s 
benefit” 

Such  frank  talk  is  not  often  printed, 
yet  on  May  19,  Falastin  had  this  com¬ 
ment  on  the  Paris  break: 

“While  we  believe  that  auch  a  rift 
is  in  the  interests  of  small  states, 
which  the  Great  Powers  will  now 
M  compete  to  bring  into  their  orbits, 
we  hoped  .  .  .  that  the  two  blocs 
would  prove  their  good  will  at  the 
Geneva  talks  on  disarmament.’* 

And  the  Beirut  publication,  Al-Hayat, 
has  reported  the  view  of  many  Arabs 
to  the  effect  “that  the  Arabs’  best  in¬ 
terests  lie  in  the  continuation  of  the 
cold  war  between  the  giants.” 

Manifestly,  the  cold  war  will  inflate 
prices  in  diplomatic  bazaars. 

Jordan.  Anunan  Radio  blamed  the 
Russians  for  “torpedoing”  the  confer¬ 
ence,  using  the  American  plane  inci¬ 
dent  as  a  “flimsy  excuse.”  (May  18.) 

Ire  In  contrast,  Baghdad  Radio 
slavis  y  parroted  Moscow.  On  May 
18,  /  -Mabda  blamed  Africa  for  the 
tensfdn,  and  Al-Akhbar  said  that  the 
x^everish  activities  of  the  reactionaries 
in  Paris  to  widen  .  ...  disagreement 


.  .  .  disgusted  all  good  and  peace- 
loving  people.”  Next  day,  Al-Bayan 
denounced  the  American  plane  iucident 
as  “aggression.” 

On  May  21,  Baghdad  Radio  gloom¬ 
ily  concluded  that  the  failure  was  a 
victory  for  “warmongers  and  arms, 
traders.”  Three  days  later,  Al-Akhbar 
predicted  that  “reactionary  and  im¬ 
perialist”  elements  would  prevent  the 
UN  Security  Council  from  voting  a 
“suitable”  resolution. 

Labanofi.  Beirut  Radio  welcomed 
transfer  the  peace  talks  to  the  UN, 
where  the  Arabs  have  “considerable 
weight”  and  will  be  in  a  position, 
“thanks  to  their  honest  neutrality”  to 
contribute  greatly  to  promoting  peace. 
Unitod  Arab  Republic.  The  press  and 
radio  stressed  three  themes:  criticism 
of  the  U.  S.  spy  plane;  advice  to  Amer¬ 
ica’s  allies  to  become  neutrals;  confl- 
dence  that  the  neutrals  are  best 
equipped  to  promote  peace. 

President  Nasser’s  chief  paper,  Al- 
Gomhouria,  sarcastically  liiiked  Cleo¬ 
patra  and  U-2.  On  May  10,  the  paper 
charged  U.S.-Israel  “collusion”  to 
picket  the  Cleopatra,  although  U.  S. 
officials  denied  complicity  when  the 
“plot  was  exposed.”  Similarly,  Amer¬ 
ican  officials  had  at  first  deni^  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  spy  plane. 

“The  two  incidents  ...  are  a  pat¬ 
tern  of  American  .  .  .  international 
relations.  The  American  way  is  .  .  . 
based  on  the  supposition  that  people 
are  simpleminded  and  can  be  taken  un¬ 
awares,”  the  paper  said. 
"Musclo-Flaxlng."  Al-Nasr,  a  Da¬ 
mascus  paper,  wrote,  on  May  16,  that 
America  was  the  first  to  resort  to 
“muscle-flexing”  to  “intimidate  the  So¬ 
viet  Union”  and  that  the  “imperialist 
mentality”  is  the  main  obstacle  to 
peace.  Two  days  later,  the  paper  re¬ 
newed  its  derision: 

“America  now  stands  before  a 
superior  power  which  challenges  it 
and  warns  it  to  respect  others. 
America  is  no  longer  master  of 
international  society.  It  can  no 
longer  tie  the  world  to  the  band¬ 
wagon  of  its  allies  and  bases  .  .  . 
act  from  positions  of  strength 
without  reflection  ...  draw  up  . .  . 
spheres  of  influence  .  .  .  plan  bor¬ 
ders  for  others.  It  should  not  be 
surprised  at  being  told  this  openly 
and  violently,  within  the  sight  and 
hearing  of  the  whole  world,  or  at 
being  called  to  apologize  openly 
for  its  mistakes  .  .  .” 

Attack  on  Our  Allies.  On  May  12, 
another  Cairo  newspaper,  Al-Ahram, 
declared  that  the  Russian  warning  had 
shaken  America’s  allies — Ttukey,  Paki¬ 


stan,  Iran,  Norway  and  Japan — because 
American  planes  used  their  fields  for 
secret  flights.  It  urged  “non-alignment.” 

The  same  advice  was  broadcast  to 
West  Africa  on  May  18.  Referring  to 
Russia’s  threats  against  America’s 
NATO  allies,  Cairo  Radio  declared 
that  Britain,  France,  Belgium  and 
Portugal  have  bases  in  Kenya,  Somali¬ 
land,  Cameroons,  Belgian  ^ngo,  An¬ 
gola  and  other  African  territories. 
“These  colonial  powers  try  to  tie  nearly 
independent  African  states  to  their 
chariots  by  imposing  military  pacts,” 
Cairo  charged.  The  broadcast  went  on: 

“We  Africans  have  no  bone  of 
contention  cither  with  the  USSR 
or  the  U.  S. . . .  We  are  in  need  of 
unconditional  aid  from  friendly  na¬ 
tions.  This  necessitates  keeping 
the  friendship  of  all  peoples.  It 
therefore  behooves  us  not  to  side 
with  one  against  another.  If  we 
Africans  permit  our  land  to  be 
used  as  bases  for  a  big  foreign 
power,  we  will  arouse  the  hatred 
of  the  other  opposing  power.” 

Pooca  for  “Evaryona."  President 
Nasser  and  Prime  Minister  Nehru  is¬ 
sued  a  joint  communique,  on  May  20, 
expressing  regret  over  the  summit  fail¬ 
ure.  The  world,  they  agreed,  “is  in 
need  of  stable  peace  .  .  . 

“It  is  essential,”  they  said,  “for 
countries  such  as  the  UAR,  India  and 
other  countries,  which  are  struggling 
for  progress  and  for  raising  the  living 
standards  of  their  per^le.” 

In  fact,  they  went  on,  “peace  is  es¬ 
sential  to  everyone.” 

[Except,  of  course,  Israel,  where  the 
Nasser-Nehru  communique  evoked  bit¬ 
ing  comment.  Lamerhav,  on  May  23, 
expressed  amazement  that  Nehru  fails 
to  see  the  “contradiction”  between  the 
“lofty  aim/’  in  the  communique  and 
Nasser's  own  conduct.  And  the  Jeru¬ 
salem  Post,  on  May  22,  speculated  that 
Nehru  had  failed  to  visit  Israel  because 
“apparently”  he  considered  it  would 
"harm  his  neutrality. ”1 
Cairo  swelled  with  pride.  Al-Gom- 
houria  trumpeted  that  the  Nehru-Nasser 
meeting  was  no  coincidence. 

“As  leaders  of  the  greatest  non- 
aligned  states  in  the  largest  two 
continents,  they  represent,  by  their 
influence  and  power  of  expression, 
the  largest  group  of  people  in  the 
world,  those  spread  across  Asia 
and  Africa  .  .  .  who  .  .  .  seek  to 
rescue  peace  from  the  dangers 
threatening  it  constantly  through 
the  conspiracies  and  attacks  of  the 
imperialist  and  Zionist  forces.” 

In  subsequent  broadcasts,  Cairo  con-  , 
eluded  that  it  was  all  wrong  to  hold  a  ^ 
summit  conference  outside  the  UN  and 
that  the  peace  effort  should  be  en-^ 
trusted  to  the  neutrals  in  the  UN  arena. 


Senator  Fulbright’s  Tour . . . 


Chairman  J.  W.  Fulbright  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  made  a  five-day  visit  to  Egypt, 
Jordan  and  Israel  in  mid-May.  He 
went  at  the  suggestion  of  Eugene  R. 
Black,  President  of  the  World  Bank, 
whose  contrr  rsial  $S6  million  Suez 
loan  led  Cou^  s  to  recommend  that 
U.  S.  aid  be  v^ijiheld  from  those  who 
boycott  and  blockade. 

Sen.  Fulbright’s  opposition  to  that 
MSA  amendment  won  him  Arab  wel¬ 
come.  " 

On  May  12,  Al-Gomhouria  declared  ' 
that  “Arab  citizens  will  never  forget 
the  attitude  of  free  men  who  stand  for 
justice.”  The  Cairo  newspaper  said: 
"We  believe  in  every  people’s  right  to 
self-determination."  (Incept,  presum¬ 
ably,  Israel’s,  which  the  paper  described 
as  "a  nucleus  for  aggression”  and  the 
source  of  all  Middle  East  tension.) 

"Sen.  Fulbright  will  see  for  himself< 
how  grave  is  Israel’s  crime  . . .  and  that 
the  Arab  citizen  is  free  of  hatred  and 
full  of  love  for  justice  and  freedom,” 
the  paper  confidently  predicted. 

On  May  24,  Jord^’s  Al-Difa  appre¬ 
ciated  the  Fulbrigi.t  attitude  as  "the  first 
of  its  kind  of  American  policy”  and 
particularly  because  “he  is  a  Democrat 
and  belongs  to  Truman’s  party — ^proof 
of  the  development  in  American  policy 
from  Truman  to  the  present”  The 
paper  hoped  that  the  Arkansas  Demo¬ 
crat  would  remove  “the  nightmare  of 
Jewish  influence  in  America.” 

The  Arab  Complaint.  The  day  before, 
in  Washington,  Sen.  Fulbright  told  the 
American  press  that  the  Arabs  think 
it  is  dominated  by  Zionists.  He  was 
impressed  with  the  claim  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  press  does  not  give  Nasser  a  fair 
break.  Sen.  Fulbright  said: 

m  “I  have  a  feeling  that  we  don’t 
^  appreciate  the  Arab  point  of  view. 

I  think  our  press  generally  presents 

it  in  a  way  that  makes  it  appear 

that  he  is  just  being  arbitrary.” 

[Coincidentally,  Nasser  national¬ 
ized  major  Egyptian  newspapers  that 
same  day,  which  means  he  won’t  ever 
need  to  complain  about  the  Egyptian 
press.  This  dictatorial  repression 
brought  swift  and  strong  condemna¬ 
tion  from  the  International  Federation 
of  Newspaper  Publishers,  which  was 
meeting  in  New  York.  Nasser  subse¬ 
quently  told  Arab  newspaper  editors 
that  he  had  acted  because  foreign  em¬ 
bassies  had  attempted  to  control  them 
through  '  -fvertising  and  because  they 
had  over-  nphasiied  sex  and  society 
gossip,  h  said  he  welcomed  ciiti-  ' 
cism.l^^  I 

No^fa^  Solurion.  Sen.  Fulbright 
fofmw  no  easy  solution  of  the  Arab- 


Israel  conflict  because  President  Nas¬ 
ser  won’t  open  the  Suez  unless  Israel 
repatriates  Arab  refugees,  and  Prime 
Minister  Ben-Gurion  believes  that  Nas¬ 
ser  is  interested,  not  in  refugees,  but 
in  an  Arab  war  against  Israel. 

While  in  Israel,  Sen.  Fulbright  said  ' 
that  the  refugee  problem  was  at  Che  root 
of  Arab-Israel  hostility.  Althou^  he 
conceded  that  the  constructive  solution  N 
was  resettlement  in  underdevel(^>ed 
areas  of  the  Arab  countries,  he  be¬ 
lieved  that  Israel  should  accept  more 
than  a  symbolic  number.  Mr.  Ben — 
Gurion  wants  the  refugee  issue  consid¬ 
ered  in  Arab-Israel  peace  talks. 

Sen.  Fulbright  has  proposed  a  new 
impartial  inquiry  to  study  the  refugee 
problem  and  to  recommend  solutions. 
UN  Secretary  General  Dag  Hammar- 
skjold  commented  that  he  had  no  ob¬ 
jections.  He  pointed  out  that  he,  him¬ 
self,  had  made  such  a  study. 

[The  Secretary  General  is  known  to 
resent  the  way  in  which  his  own  com¬ 
prehensive  report,  which  showed  how 
the  Arab  refugees  could  be  resettled 
within  the  framework  of  economic  de¬ 
velopment,  was  scorned  by  the  Arabs 
and  brushed  aside  at  the  UN  because 
it  ignored  the  Arab  demand  for  refugee 
repatriation  to  Israel.} 

The  Arkansas  Senator  told  the  press 
that  both  Mr.  Ben-Gurion  and  CoL 
Nasser  “are  afllicted  with  the  ancient 
prejudices.”  He 'described  the  Israel 
premier  as  a  “very  positive  individual 
.  .  .  positive  that  the  Arabs’  main  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  push  Israel  into  the  sea.” 
He  described  Col.  Nasser  as  “reason¬ 
ably  reasonable”  and  “not  nearly  as 
violent  in  private  as  in  some  of  his 
public  speeches  on  Israel.” 

One  of  the  strange  phenomena  of 
Middle  East  politics  is  the  conviction 
of  many  Western  diplomats  that  Arab 
leaders  secretly  whisper  the  truth  to 
them,  but  publicly  lie  to  their  own  peo¬ 
ple.  If  this  be  the  fact,  it  may  ex¬ 
plain  why  so  many  Arab  leaders  are 
assassinated. 

However  “reasonable”  President 
Nasser  may  have  sounded  to  Sen.  Ful¬ 
bright,  the  Arab  press  and  radio  made 
no  attempt  to  conceal  enmity  to  Israel 
as  he  traveled  among  them. 

On  May  14,  Akhbarat-Yom,  in  Cairo, 
said  there  would  be  no  peace  until  this 
“dagger”  is  “removed  from  the  heart 
of  the  Arab  world.”  On  the  same  day, 
Jordanians  mourned  Israel’s  12th  an¬ 
niversary  and  pledged  her  liquidation. 
Damascus  radio  described  Israel  as  a 
“group  of  gangsters"  whose  existence 
“is  unnatural  and  illegal." 


Natsar's  Hoax.  The  Jerusalem  Post 
criticized  Sen.  Fulbright,  on  May  20, 
because  be  had  quoted  Nasser’s  “fa¬ 
vorite  hoax  for  visiting  Westerners.” 
If  only  Israel  would  carry  out  UN  res¬ 
olutions,  he  would  too.  This  promise, 
the  paper  said,  was  “too  easy” — first, 
because  some  of  the  UN  resolutions 
are  “wholly  out  of  date  ...  yet  they 
could  continue  to  serve  Nasser  as  a 
convenient  excuse.”  But  it  stressed: 

“Nasser  never  says  any  such 
thing  on  the  home  front  or  in  con¬ 
versations  with  other  Arab  leaders. 
There  he  speaks  his  native  idiom  of 
violence  and  regularly  renews  his 
j  promise  to  destroy  IsraeL” 

'Soviet  Mendacity.  When  the  Senate 
debated  the  Douglas-Keating  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Fulbright-State  Department 
opposition  argued  that  the  Russians 
would  exploit  it  propaganda-wise. 

But  the  Russians  will  twist  facts,  no 
matter  what  we  do,  to  suit  their  propa¬ 
ganda.  Thus,  on  May  17,  Moscow 
Radio  misrepresented  the  Administra¬ 
tion’s  real  stand  and  told  the  Arabs 
that  the  amendment  was  approved  be¬ 
cause  of  the  State  Department’s  prom¬ 
ise  to  “reactionary  American  trade 
unions.”  And  it  exploited  and  dis¬ 
torted  Sen.  Fulbright’s  Middle  East 
tour.  It  said  he  went  to  Israel  to  con¬ 
vey  “this  good  news  and  assurances 
of  support  to  Mr.  Ben-Gurion.” 

Waxing  more  imaginative,  Moscow 
Arabic  Radio,  on  May  19',  said  that 
Fulbright’s  Tel  Aviv  visit  rekindled 
“war  bellicosity”  among  the  Israelis, 
that  it  coincided  with  the  “shameless 
and  crude”  campaign  of  the  Israel 
■  press,  who  “joined  American  imperial¬ 
ists  in  a  desperate  and  unsuccessful  at¬ 
tempt  to  exonerate  Eisenhower  and  to 
accuse  the  Soviet” 

The  siunmit  collapse,  Moscow  said, 
brought  “jubilation  and  satisfaction” 
to  the  faces  of  “Israel  capitalists”  be¬ 
cause  a  summit  success  might  have 
decreased  tensions  and  “hampered  ag¬ 
gressive  policies.”  Now,  Moscow  said, 
Israel  “hopes  to  achieve  its  defense 
needs”  and  “the  reason  for  Fulbright’s 
visit  to  Israel  becomes  clear  from  his 
talks  with  Ben-Gurion.” 

On  with  th«  Boycott.  Meanwhile,  the 
Arabs  expand  their  anti-Israel  boy¬ 
cott.  Iraq  wants  Morocco  to  expel  a 
blacklisted  Akron  tire  company  from 
Casablanca.  Jordan  stepped  sipping 
Ceylon  tea  because  Ceylon  recognized 
Israel.  Arab  ladies  won’t  spray  their 
hair  with  Helene  Curtis  preparations. 
And  another  American  ship  wem’t  get 
water  and  pout  services. 

Helene  Curtis  sharply  protested  to 
Secretary  of  State  Herter.  George  M. 
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resent  the  pro-Communist  tactics  of 
Egypt’s  dictator.” 

Tlie  New  York  Post,  May  2,  en¬ 
dorsed  the  proposal  that  ”restrained 
retaliation  replace  the  demonstrably 
futile  policy  of  massive  retreat"  as  an 
."attempt  to  reestablish  our  national  dig¬ 
nity  in  dealing  with  the  UAR  ruler.” 
It  described  Sen.  Fulbright’s  appeal  for 
non-partiality  as  “neutrality  in  favor  of 
injustice"  ...  a  rationalization  of  “law¬ 
lessness  when  committed  by  the  bully.” 

On  May  4,  the  Louisville  Courier- 
Journal  objected  to  Congress’  action, 
but  declared  that  Congress  would  not 
have  acted  thus,  “if  the  President  and 
his  State  Department  had  lived  up  to  a 
moral  obligation  to  seek  a  positive 
solution  in  the  UN.” 

The  Philadelphia  Inquirer,  the  same 
day,  praised  the  proviso  as  “welcome 
support  to  long-standing  Administra¬ 
tion  policy”  and  urged  its  use  “in  a 
concerted  effort  to  end  the  blockade.” 

The  editorial  said  that  Sen.  Ful¬ 
bright’s  “timidity  about  ‘tying  strings’ 
to  the  foreign  aid  bill  does  him  no 
credit.”  It  was  the  U.S.  duty  to  insist 
that  foreign  aid  funds  be  employed  “as 
a  moral  force  for  what  is  right  and 
just — as  well  as  for  what  is  militarily 
or  economically  expedient.” 

While  the  Washington  Post  was  criti¬ 
cal  of  the  Senate’s  recommendation,  it 
pointed  out  that  once  the  amendment 
was  passed  by  the  House,  its  deletion 
by  the  Senate  “ought  have  been  con¬ 
strued  as  encouragement  to  President 
Nasser.” 

Recalling  President  Eisenhower’9 
1957  promise  to  Israel,  the  Cleveland 
Plain  Dealer,  May  7,  said  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took  up  where  Mr.  Eisenhower  left 
off,  while  the  State  Department  ignored 
what  he  had  said. 

The  Standard-Times  (New  Bedford, 
Mass.)  welcomed  the  doctrine  that  the 
United  States  “is  not  compelled  to  give 
hard-earned  dollars  to  everybody  who 
asks.”  The  paper  said  “.  .  .  Congress 
may  be  ready  to  take  a  more  critical 
look  at  .  .  .  countries  opposed  to 
everything  American  except  U.  S. 
handouts.  Surely  it  is  better  to  ‘tie 
strings’  to  such  aid  than  to  subsidize 
t^anny,  opportunism  and  irresponsi¬ 
bility,  to  the  detriment  of  those  whom 
we  profess  to  be  helping.” 


opposition  to  Nasser’s  discriminatory 
canal  policy  is  a  violation  of  neutrality 
is  ridiculous.” 

Then,  on  May  S,  the  Times  decided 
that  to  withhold  aid  would  make  Nasser 
harden  his  position  and  turn  to  the 
Russians.  Tbe  paper  contended  that 
the  American  foreign  economic  pro¬ 
gram  derives  its  strength  because  it  is 
given  “without  political  strings  .  .  .” 
Uie  “recipient  is  not  expected  to  ‘line 
up’  with  our  side.” 

The  New  York  Herald  Tribune,  May 
2,  said  that  the  United  States  is  “far 
from  powerless”  to  deal  with  the  Suez 
issue.  “.  .  .  It  could  withhold  for¬ 
eign  aid  from  nations  that  blockade 
international  waterways  .  .  .  spearhead 
a  determined  drive  within  the  UN  to 
call  the  UAR  to  account  .  .  .  give 
active  and  open  support  to  Mr.  Ham- 
marskjold  ...  to  hold  President  Nasser 
to  his  promises.” 

On  the  same  day,  David  Lawrence 
wrote  in  his  syndicated  column  that 
”...  a  majority  derived  from  both 
political  parties  sees  no  reason  why 
the  U.  S.  government  should  .  .  .  send 
.  .  .  funds  to  Egypt  if  the  latter  seeks 
to  destroy  the  economy  of  Israel ...  it 
is  the  Nasser  government  which  is  try¬ 
ing  to  sabotage  American  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  ..  .  boldly  taking  the  Communist 
side  in  many  a  dispute,  and  yet  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  imputes  improper  mo¬ 
tives  to  other  members  of  Congress  who 
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Here  is  a  summary  and  cross  section 
of  editorial  opinion  on  the  freedom  of 
the  seas  amendment  to  the  MSA. 

Most  newspapers  agreed  that  the 
Arabs  have  no  right  to  blockade,  the 
Suez  Canal  or  to  wage  Konomic  war¬ 
fare  against  Israel  and  its'  friends.  And 
very  few  justified  the  Nasser  view  that 
Israel  is  primarily  responsible. 

The  majority  believed  that  more  could 
be  done  by  the  UN  and  by  the  Admin¬ 
istration  to  influence  the  UAR  to  mod¬ 
erate  its  position,  but  there  were  differ¬ 
ences  as  to  whether  a  Concessional 
amendment  was  right  or  effective. 

Some  newspapers  thought  it  was 
wrong  to  put  “strings”  on  our  aid.  But 
others  distinguished  between  political 
strings,  which  impose  our  poheies  on 
others,  and  moral  conditions  requiring 
our  own  government  to  adhere  to  our 
international  obligations. 

The  New  York  Times  has  long  been 
a  vigorous  critic  of  Nasser’s  blockade. 

On  May  1,  the  Times  disagreed  with 
the  Senate  action.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  considered  that  ”...  to  assert  that 
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Factor  of  Chicago,  its  vice-president, 
said  that  the  ban  was  imposed  because 
Helene  Curtis  licensed  an  Israel  cos¬ 
metics  firm  10  years  ago  to  produce 
its  products.  He  wrote: 

“The  matter  becomes  more  im¬ 
portant  and  immediate  when  such 
action  is  taken  by  countries  which 
are  now  receiving  aid  from  the 
United  States  and  expect  further 
aid  in  the  future.  Helene  Curtis, 
through  its  payment  of  taxes  to  the 
United  States  is,  therefore^  aiding 
these  countries  to  specifically  dis- 
:riminate  against  its  ability  to  en¬ 
rage  competitively  in  foreign  corn¬ 
ua'  merce.” 

Postscripts  to  a  Deboto.  In  Washing¬ 
ton,  on  May  16,  the  Administration  re¬ 
flected  its  displeasure  with  the  Con¬ 
gressional  amendment 

In  signing  the  MSA,  the  President 
declared  that  the  Congress  had  resisted 
amendments  “which  would  adversely 
affect  foreign  relations  or  impair  the 
administration”  of  the  progrant — ^‘Svith 
one  regrettable  exception.” 

White  House  aides  made  it  clear 
that  the  President  was  referring,  not  to 
the  ban  on  aid  to  Cuba,  which  he  later 
invoked  in  terminating  technical  assist¬ 
ance  to  that  country,  but  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  opposing  boycotts  and  blockades. 

Two  days  later.  Sen.  John  F.  Ken¬ 
nedy  (D-Mass.),  who  was  absent  dur- 


.  .  .  continued 

ing  the  debate,  but  who  co-sponsored 
the  amendment,  differed  with  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  Sen.  Fulbright  He 
wrote  to  constituents  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  “sensible  and  timely.”  While 
he  did  not  believe  that  “we  should 
weigh  down  mutual  security  legislation 
with  restrictive  riders,”  he  regarded 
this  instance  as  a  “clear  case  for  mak¬ 
ing  such  a  statement  of  legislative 
policy.”  And,  he  concluded: 

“I  hope  that  the  inclusion  of  this 
amendment  in  the  bill  will  have  a  bene¬ 
ficial  influence  on  American  policy  in 
the  Suez  dispute  and  in  the  wider 
problems  of  the  Middle  East” 

All  other  Senatorial  aspirants  to  the 
Presidency  supported  the  amendment. 
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